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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Cacie Biddle filed suit in state court alleging Fairmont 

Supply Company (“Fairmont”) unlawfully terminated her employment 

under West Virginia common law and the West Virginia Human 

Rights Act (WVHRA).  Specifically, Biddle alleged gender 

discrimination, retaliation, and hostile work environment 

claims.  Fairmont removed the action to district court.  Biddle 

now appeals the district court’s order granting summary judgment 

to Fairmont on all claims.   

We review a district court’s grant of summary judgment de 

novo, viewing the facts and drawing reasonable inferences in the 

light most favorable to the nonmoving party.  Smith v. 

Gilchrist, 749 F.3d 302, 307 (4th Cir. 2014).  Summary judgment 

is appropriate when “the movant shows that there is no genuine 

dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to 

judgment as a matter of law.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a).  The 

relevant inquiry is “whether the evidence presents a sufficient 

disagreement to require submission to a jury or whether it is so 

one-sided that one party must prevail as a matter of law.”  

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 251-52 (1986). 

With these standards in mind, we have reviewed the parties’ 

briefs, the material submitted in the joint appendix, and the 

district court’s order, and find no reversible error.  

Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated by the district 
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court.  Biddle v. Fairmont Supply Co., No. 1:14-cv-00122-FPS-JSK 

(N.D. W. Va. Sept. 24, 2015).  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before this court and argument would not aid 

the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


